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Washington, D.C. 20554
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CC Docket No. 01-92
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SUMMARY OF INITIAL COMMENTS OF MIDWEST RURAL CLEC COALITION

The Missoula Comprehensive Intercarrier Compensation Reform Plan (“Missoula Plan”
or “Plan”) reflects a commendable effort to reform the current intercarrier compensation system.
Importantly, the Missoula Plan recognizes the substantial differences among various types of
carriers and the dramatically disparate impacts that changes to intercarrier compensation can
have on these different types of carriers. Accordingly, the Missoula Plan establishes different
intercarrier compensation regimes for different types of carriers, depending primarily on the size
of the carrier and the extent to which the carrier serves rural areas. Moreover, the Plan includes a
restructuring mechanism that would compensate carriers for substantial revenue losses resulting
from the Plan. This pragmatic, nuanced approach to intercarrier compensation reform is the core
strength of the Missoula Plan and should be reflected in any reforms adopted by the Federal
Communications Commission (“Commission”).

Unfortunately, the Missoula Plan currently fails to recognize the distinct characteristics of
small rural competitive local exchange carriers (“Rural CLECs”) and the extraordinarily harmful
impact the Plan would have on those carriers. Instead, the Plan treats Rural CLECs in exactly
the same way it treats large multi-billion dollar ILECs that operate in major urban centers.
Without important clarifications and modifications to the Plan, it would invariably have a

devastating impact on Rural CLECs and the communities they serve. As discussed below, the
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access rate reductions mandated for Track 1 carriers would put most Midwest Rural CLEC
Coalition (“MRCC”) members out of business. As documented by rural customer testimonials in
Exhibits A through I, losing Rural CLECs such as the members of the MRCC would cause
serious economic harm to rural communities. It is imperative that the Missoula Plan, or any
intercarrier compensation reform plan, reflect the essential role Rural CLECs play in the vitality
of rural economies. In many cases, Rural CLECs provide the bridge over the Digital and
Economic Divide that would otherwise exist between urban and rural areas.

Therefore, consistent with the Missoula Plan’s pragmatic nuanced approach related to
ILECs, any reform plan ultimately adopted by the Commission needs to account for the impact
on Rural CLECs and the rural communities they serve. To that end, the MRCC urges the
Commission to clarify and modify the Missoula Plan to:

1. Ensure that Rural CLECs have access to the restructuring mechanism (“RM”) established
under the Plan, as an access element, to offset any revenue losses that result from
required rate reductions;’'

2. Apply the rural exemption rates/rate structure under 47 C.F.R. § 64.26 (e) (highest band
NECA rates) to the interstate and intrastate access rates of all Rural CLEC, with any
necessary reductions in intrastate access rates phased in using the Plan’s 4-step phase
down applicable to Track 3 carriers (4 equal annual reductions down to the rural

exemption rate),

3. Allow Rural CLECs a one-time option to opt into reciprocal compensation rates for local
traffic equal to the terminating rate caps applicable to Track 2 carriers; and

4. Give Rural CLECs access to the Rural Transport Rules that the Missoula Plan would
apply to Rural ILECs.

! As discussed below, Rural CLECs would recover through the RM only those revenue losses that are not recovered
through the SLC that the competing ILEC charges.
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INITIAL COMMENTS OF MIDWEST RURAL CLEC COALITION

The following Initial Comments are submitted to the Federal Communications
Commission (“Commission”) by the Midwest Rural CLEC Coalition (“MRCC”)* in response to
the Commission’s Public Notice dated July 25, 2006, as modified by the Order dated August 29,
2006. The MRCC is an unincorporated ad hoc group of 20 small competitive local exchange
carriers (“CLECs”) that provide local exchange service in rural areas of Minnesota, Wisconsin,
and North Dakota. All MRCC members are Rural CLECs as defined by the Commission in 47
C.F.R. § 61.26(a)(6).

As small rural carriers, MRCC members serve an average of approximately 4,000 access
lines per company with the smallest member serving less than 350 lines and the largest serving
approximately 13,000 lines. The average exchange served by MRCC members has just over
1,700 access lines. Rural CLECs such as those participating in the MRCC offer competitive

rates, but do not charge rates substantially below the rates offered by the ILECs they compete

? Midwest Rural CLEC Coalition members consist of the following 19 telecommunications carriers: Ace Link
Telecommunications, Inc.; C-I Communications, Inc.; City of Windom; Consolidated Telephone Company; EN-
TEL Communications, LLC; Hiawatha Broadband Communications, Inc.; HomeTown Solutions, LLC; Hutchinson
Telecommunications, Inc.; KM TELECOM; Local Access Network, LLC; Mainstreet Communications, LLC;
NorthStar Access, LLC; Otter Tail Telcom, LL.C; Paul Bunyan Telephone; Tekstar Communications; Consolidated
Communications Networks, Inc.; Daktel Communications, LLC; Polar Telcom, Inc.; Nextgen Communications,
LLC.; HTC Services, Inc.
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against.® Instead, Rural CLECs compete primarily by providing new, advanced
telecommunications services and more personalized customer service that rural customers did
not previously receive from the ILEC and, in many instances, still cannot receive from the ILEC.
These Comments (1) address the impact the Missoula Plan would have on Rural CLECs
such as the members of the MRCC; and (2) propose specific clarifications or modifications to
avoid the substantial harm to Rural CLECs and their communities that would otherwise result
from the Plan.
L. THE MISSOULA PLAN, WITHOUT CERTAIN MODIFICATIONS AND
CLARIFICATIONS, WOULD HAVE A DEVESTATING IMPACT ON RURAL

CLECS AND THE AVAILABILTY OF ADVANCED SERVICES AND
COMPETITIVE ALTERNATIVES IN RURAL COMMUNITIES.

As its principle strength, the Missoula Plan was specifically tailored to account for the
material differences among different types of carriers. Accordingly, the Plan establishes Tracks
2 and 3 specifically for smaller, more rural ILECs to ensure that they are not subject to the same
regime that applies to the much larger and more urban Regional Bell Operating Companies
(“RBOCs”) that fall under Track 1. But as its primary weakness, the Plan fails to account for the
unique characteristics, contributions and vulnerabilities of Rural CLECs. Having tailored its
intercarrier compensation proposals specifically to distinguish RBOCs from their much smaller,
more rural ILEC brethren, the Missoula Plan then mistakenly fails to recognize the same material

distinction between RBOCs and Rural CLECs.*

3 Qwest’s Minnesota tariffed local exchange residential rate outside the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area is $13.96 per
access line. See Qwest Corporation Exchange and Network Services Tariff No. 1, Section 5, p. 81, Release 1,
Effective 1-1-06. The composite average rate of the MRCC members providing service in Qwest’s rural Minnesota
exchanges is $13.12.

* The Missoula Plan also fails to recognize the material differences in size, revenue, and service characteristics
between RBOCs and CLECs generally. Therefore, it may not be appropriate to subject any CLEC to precisely the
same intercarrier compensation regime that applies to RBOCs. Even the largest multi-state CLECs serve only a
small fraction of the access lines served by the smallest RBOC.
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Rural CLECs have brought tremendous benefits to customers and economies in high cost
rural areas. Given the high cost of serving these areas and the comparatively small size of Rural
CLECs, the Missoula Plan reforms that might make sense for a RBOC would have a devastating
impact on Rural CLECs and the areas they serve. Therefore, it is imperative that the Missoula
Plan’s recognition of differences among ILECs be extended to account for the unique
characteristics of Rural CLECs.

Rural CLECs have brought competitive choice, new services and substantial investments
to rural areas where many had predicted wireline competitors would never go. MRCC members
offer state of the art telecommunications services, including Voice Mail, Caller ID, Ethernet
and Broadband, throughout the rural communities they serve.” In most of these communities,
customers did not have access to advanced services such as Broadband or Ethernet until the
Rural CLEC entered the market. Some communities did not even have more basic vertical
services such as Caller ID and Voice Mail prior to entry of a Rural CLEC.® Rural CLECs such
as those represented in the MRCC have brought modern telecommunications and broadband
internet services to small rural towns, schools and hospitals and have, as a result, contributed
substantially to the economic vitality of rural communities.

MRCC members alone provide local service to over 130 schools and approximately 50
hospitals or medical facilities, bringing the benefits of advanced services and telemedicine to
rural areas. In many communities, the ILEC:s still do not provide the advanced services offered
by Rural CLECs. Attached to these comments as Exhibits A through I are letters from rural
customers, including homeowners, schools, businesses and local/state officials, describing the

critical role Rural CLECs play in the economic vitality of rural areas and pointing specifically to

5 All 19 MRCC members provide broadband services.
% See Rural CLEC Exhibits A —F.
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the advanced services and high quality customer care that Rural CLECs bring to the communities
they serve. As one example, the business manager for the Fergus Falls Public Schools notes that
only the Rural CLEC, Otter Tail Telcom, provides an advanced telecommunications product
called Metro Optical Ethernet.” Letters from other rural school districts, small businesses,
residents and public officials describe similar benefits that Rural CLECs have brought to their
communities. A residential customer of MRCC member, Polar Telcom, described the benefits
that Rural CLECs bring to rural North Dakota:

As far as I'm concerned, Polar came to Mayville and Portland and offered

services we had never had before. We’ve switched everything over and have been

very happy with the personal service. Polar also built a building, which has made

a huge improvement to Main Street. Nice to see progress in a rural community.®

The substantial benefits brought by Rural CLECs to rural communities have required
massive investments in telecommunications infrastructure. MRCC members alone have invested
over $300 million in rural areas of Minnesota, Wisconsin and North Dakota. All MRCC
members serve most if not all of their customers using their own end to end facilities,
independent of the ILEC’s loop and transport facilities. Hence, Rural CLECs have done exactly
what CLECs have been encouraged to do under the Act — they have invested in new, competing
networks to serve the needs of rural customers.

The costs that Rural CLECs incur to bring competitive services to rural communities are
extraordinarily high because of the high cost characteristics of the areas they serve. Importantly,
Rural CLEC costs and cost-recovery capabilities have nothing in common with the average costs
and cost-recovery capabilities of RBOCs. Unlike Rural CLECs, RBOCs and other large ILECs

derive much of their revenue from low cost customers in more urban exchanges. As a result,

they can spread their cost recovery across a much larger group of customers, including low-cost

7 See Exhibit E.
8 See Exhibit F.
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customers in urban centers. As such, their average costs are obviously much lower than the
average costs of Rural CLECs. Moreover, costs incurred by RBOCs and other large ILECs
should be comparatively lower than Rural CLECs given that RBOCs and other large ILECs can
obviously achieve substantially greater economies of scale and scope than the much smaller
Rural CLECs.

II'l a nutshell, Rural CLECs have substantially higher average costs than the RBOCs or
larger ILECs with which they compete. Rural CLECs cannot continue to operate and compete
against larger ILECs without recovering a significant portion of their costs from toll access
charges or from a RM if access rate reductions are mandated. Universal Service Fund (USF)
support does little, if anything, to help most Rural CLECs overcome the high cost barriers to
serving rural areas. In fact, MRCC carriers are more vulnerable to mandated toll access charge
rates reductions than Rural ILECs since none of the MRCC members receives any high cost USF
support.

There is no question that the continued vitality of Rural CLECs and the communities they
serve depends substantially on revenue from toll access charges or, in the alternative, access to
the RM to offset mandated access charge reductions. Any significant reductions in Rural CLEC
toll access revenues would have a devastating impact on the economic vitality of rural
communities that depend on Rural CLECs for state-of-the art advanced telecommunications
services that play a major role in facilitating economic development.

IL THE MISSOULA PLAN SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO ENSURE THE
CONTINUED VITALITY OF RURAL WIRELINE COMPETITION.

Given the small size, high cost characteristics and unique vulnerabilities of Rural CLECs,
it is inappropriate to adopt an intercarrier compensation system that treats Rural CLECs as if

they were RBOC:s or other larger ILECs. To the contrary, any reasonable intercarrier
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compensation reforms must account for the unique circumstances facing Rural CLECs and take
steps to ensure that the reforms do not undermine the benefits of the rural competition that the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the Commission have attempted to facilitate. Therefore, to
the extent the Commission adopts the Missoula Plan in whole or in part, the Plan should be
modified and clarified to:

1. Ensure that Rural CLECs have access to the RM, as an access element, to offset any
revenue losses from Commission-mandated intercarrier rate reductions to the extent
those revenue losses are not recovered by Subscriber Line Charge (“SLC”) increases
up to the SLC charged by the competing ILEC;

2. Apply the rural exemption rates/rate structure under 47 C.F.R. § 64.26 (¢) (highest
band NECA rates) to the interstate and intrastate access rates of all Rural CLECs,
with any necessary reductions in intrastate access rates phased in using the Plan’s
4-step phase down applicable to Track 3 carriers (4 equal annual reductions down to

the rural exemption rate);

3. Allow Rural CLECs a one-time option to opt into reciprocal compensation rates for
local traffic equal to the terminating rate caps applicable to Track 2 carriers; and

4. Give Rural CLECs access to the Rural Transport Rules that the Missoula Plan would
apply to Rural ILECs.

A. THE MISSOULA PLAN SHOULD ENSURE RURAL CLEC ACCESS To THE
RESTRUCTURING MECHANISM.

The Missoula Plan specifically makes the RM available to both price-cap and rate-of-
return ILECs in Tracks 1 through 3. But the Plan is silent on whether the RM will be available
to other carriers.” The Plan should not be adopted unless it is clarified to ensure that Rural
CLECs have full access to the RM as an offset to revenue losses, not recovered through limited
SLC increases, that result from access charge reductions mandated under the Plan. A Rural
CLECs, or other carrier’s, ability to implement SLC increases and access the RM should not be

contingent on State Commission actions regarding Intrastate Access reductions. Access to RM

? See Section VI.A.2.a (“Restructure Mechanism dollars will be available to other carriers in circumstances to be
determined in the future.”).
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dollars is essential to avoid the devastating impact on Rural CLECs and their communities that
would otherwise result from the revenue losses caused by the Plan’s mandated rate reductions.
Moreover, Rural CLEC access to RM dollars would have no material incremental impact on the
overall size of the RM.

The Plan includes Rural CLECs in Track 1 with RBOCs in spite of the tremendous
differences between Rural CLECs and RBOC:s in size, revenue, service area and cost
characteristics.'® Failing to appropriately distinguish the treatment of Rural CLECs from the
treatment afforded RBOCs, the Plan compounds the problem by giving RBOCs access to the RM
while failing to explicitly do the same for Rural CLECs. This disparity in RM access is
fundamentally unfair and anti-competitive. It provides a further advantage to large incumbent
carriers who already have substantial competitive advantages over Rural CLECs.

Beyond placing Rural CLECs at a competitive disadvantage, denying Rural CLEC access
to the RM would invariably put many Rural CLECs out of business. In fact, MRCC carriers
collectively would lose over 96% of their access revenue through the rate reductions provided for
Track 1 carriers under the Plan. These lost access revenues, on an average per-line basis, would
equal or exceed the revenue generated by the residential rates these carriers charge.'! In other
words, many Rural CLECs would have to more than double their residential rates to make up the
revenue shortfall resulting from the Track 1 rate reductions mandated by the Plan. Given that
Rural CLEC local end-user rates are nearly identical to the end-user rates of the ILECs they

compete with, Rural CLECs cannot realistically raise their end-user rates to make up this

' Annual 2005 revenue of Verizon, AT&T and Qwest was $75.1 billion $43.8 billion and $10 billion respectively.
In stark contrast, annual revenue of each of the three largest Rural CLEC in the MRCC is less than $9 million.
Moreover, RBOCs serve very large, low-cost metropolitan areas such as New York City, Chicago, Minneapolis,
Seattle, Phoenix, and Denver among other cities. In contrast, Rural CLECs by definition do not serve any such large
metropolitan areas and confine their service provision to rural areas with much higher per line costs.

' Based on the basic flat rate without a SLC.
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revenue shortfall. There is, therefore, little doubt that the uncompensated revenue losses
mandated by the Plan would materially impair the ability of Rural CLECs to remain in
business.'? For those Rural CLECs still able to remain in business, the dramatic revenue
reductions resulting from the Plan would likely render them unable to expand their service areas
or service offerings in rural communities.

There are limited, if any, alternatives waiting in line to substitute for Rural CLECs driven
out of business by the substantial access rate reductions contemplated for Rural CLECs under the
Missoula Plan. The high cost to serve these areas creates an economic barrier to competition for
any would-be replacement. Rural CLECs have successfully overcome these barriers through a
combination of operational efficiencies, toll access revenue and by responding to customer
demand for advanced services. Rural customers currently receiving advanced
telecommunications services from Rural CLECs would, in many instances, see those service
options disappear as Rural CLECs disappear in the wake of the access reforms in the Missoula
Plan. Therefore, if the Commission adopts the rate reductions mandated under Missoula Plan,
Rural CLEC access to the RM will be essential to retaining the benefits of competition in rural
communities.

The Missoula Plan supporters estimate that, with all CLECs included, the size of the RM
will be approximately $1.5 billion at the end of the transition. Rural CLECs would receive only
a small fraction of this amount. Hence the RM dollars flowing to Rural CLECs would have no
material impact on the size of the mechanism. Moreover, as discussed below, the impact of

Rural CLEC access on the RM can be further minimized by modifying the rate reductions that

12 The majority of MRCC carriers would be unable to continue operating if the Track 1 toll access reductions were
implemented without access to the RM.
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apply to Rural CLECs in a way that reflects their comparatively small size and rural cost
characteristics.

Importantly, RM access for Rural CLECs should include three features. First, Rural
CLECSs should receive dollars that offset the net loss in revenue resulting from any rate
reductions mandated by the plan to the extent the revenue loss is not offset by competively
neutral SLC charge increases. Second, a Rural CLEC should not be required to increase its SLC,
as a result of intercarrier compensation reform, to a level greater than the SLC of the ILEC with
which it competes. To do otherwise would place the Rural CLEC at a distinct competitive
disadvantage given that the ILEC likely serves a large number of urban customers, allowing the
ILEC to establish a comparatively lower average SLC in rural areas. A Rural CLEC cannot
effectively compete if it is compelled to charge a higher SLC than its ILEC competitor.

Finally, Rural CLECs should have access to the RM as an access element under Sections
201, 205 and 251, not as a USF element. Since the RM is targeted specifically to offset losses in
access revenue, it makes sense to categorize the RM as an access element. The basis of the
Commission’s authority to create the RM is the same as its authority to conduct this investigation
and to implement the Plan. The Commission has relied on Sections 201 and 205 to implement
reform of access charges,'® and has rejected arguments for including previously categorized

access costs in universal service costs.'* The same authority and reasoning applies here.

1 See, e.g., THIRD REPORT AND ORDER, MTS and WATS Market Restructure, 93 F.C.C.2d 241 (1983); FIRST
REPORT AND ORDER, Access Charge Reform, 12 FCC Red 15982 (1997) (“FIRST ACCESS REFORM REPORT AND

ORDER”).
' See, FIRST ACCESS REFORM REPORT AND ORDER, at §{ 241-242.
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B. THE MISSOULA PLAN SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO APPLY THE CURRENT
INTERSTATE ACCESS RATE STRUCTURE UNDER THE RURAL EXEMPTION IN 47
C.F.R. § 64.26 (£) TO THE INTERSTATE AND INTRASTATE ACCESS CHARGES OF
ALL RURAL CLECS.

Although the Missoula Plan gives Track 3 Rural ILECs access to the RM, the Plan
provides for more modest rate reductions than those that apply to Track 1 carriers. These more
modest rate reductions stem from the Missoula Plan’s recognition that Track 3 carriers “serve
many of the more costly areas of the nation . . ..”"° By limiting the rate reductions for these
Rural ILECs, the Missoula Plan would reduce the impact of its intercarrier compensation reforms
on these ILECs and lessen the incremental burden on the RM.

The reasons underlying the Plan’s more modest rate reductions for Rural ILECs apply
with equal force to Rural CLECs. Moreover, the Track 1 rate reductions applicable to RBOCs
have no relevance to the characteristics or costs of Rural CLECs. Rural CLECs resemble Track
3 ILECs, not RBOC:s, in terms of size, services and cost structures. Accordingly, the
Commission should modify the Missoula Plan to provide a rate structure tailored to the size, and
the rural, high cost characteristics of Rural CLECs. Specifically, the Plan should be modified to
apply the current interstate access rate structure under the rural exemption in 47 C.F.R.

§ 64.26(6) to the interstate and intrastate access services of all Rural CLECs.'®

The Commission initially adopted the rural exemption rate for CLECs “in recognition of

the substantially higher loop costs incurred by competitive LECs in rural areas . . ..”!" The

Commission found that Rural CLECs “experience much higher costs . . . when serving a rural

' Missoula Plan at p. 1.

16 If the commission adopts permissive options for originating access rates such as those in the plan that gives Track
1 and 2 carriers the ability to set reduced or zero originating access rates, Rural CLECs should have similar ability to
establish originating access rates equal to their competing ILEC and to have these reductions covered in RM
calculations. Absent this ability Rural CLECs will be at a completive disadvantage with respect to their competing
TLECs.

' In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Reform of Access Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers, CC Docket No. 96-262, EIGHTH REPORT AND ORDER AND FIFTH ORDER ON RECONSIDERATION (May 13,
2004) at | 6.
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area with a diffuse customer base than they do when serving a more concentrated urban or
suburban area.”'® The Commission also concluded that the rural exemption rate structure “is
consistent with the Commission’s obligations, under section 254(d)(3) of the Act and section 706
of the 1996 Act, to encourage the deployment to rural areas of the infrastructure necessary to
support advanced telecommunications services . . ..”"> In addition, the Commission observed
that the rural exemption would “create parity between the rural CLECs competing with NECA
carriers and those competing with non-rural ILECs.”*

The Commission’s findings underlying the rural exemption support retaining the same
rural rate structure and extending it to the intrastate access services of all Rural CLECs. The
costs incurred to serve rural areas remain high. Moreover, the rate reductions applicable to
Track 1 carriers will clearly discourage and, in some cases completely stifle, the deployment of
telecommunications infrastructure and advanced services in rural areas. As discussed above, rate
reductions applicable under Track 1 would cause many MRCC carriers to refrain from any
further deployment of services in rural communities and, in some cases, would force them to
withdraw from rural markets completely. Applying the rural exemption rate structure to Rural
CLECs under the Missoula Plan would continue the Commission’s long-standing policy of
supporting competition and the deployment of advanced service in rural parts of the nation. It
would also ensure parity between Rural CLECs and Rural ILECs.

Although the Commission has thus far limited the rural exemption to Rural CLECs
competing against non-rural ILECs, this docket presents the opportunity to ensure uniform

treatment for all Rural CLECs. Extending the rural exemption rate structure to the intrastate

18 In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Reform of Access Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange
Carriers, CC Docket No. 96-262, SEVENTH REPORT AND ORDER AND FURTHER NOTICE OF PROPOSED
RULEMAKING (April 26, 2001) at § 66.

1 Id. at 9 65.

2 1d. at 9 66.

931282v1 11



access charges of all Rural CLECs would (1) recognize the high cost of service in rural areas;
(2) reduce the additional burden on the RM; and (3) further the goals of the Act by encouraging
competition and the deployment of advanced services in rural communities.*!

C. THE MISSOULA PLAN SHOULD ENSURE THAT RURAL CLECS HAVE THE
OPTION TO OPT INTO TRACK 2 RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION RATE CAPS.

The Missoula Plan establishes toll access rates as the default rate for reciprocal
compensation applicable to Rural ILECs under Track 3, but provides for different reciprocal
compensation rates through the negotiation and arbitration processes under 47 U.S.C. § 252. As
rural carriers, Rural CLECs should be treated similarly under the Plan. The size and cost
characteristics of Rural CLECs compel a higher reciprocal compensation rate than the one
applicable to RBOCs under Track 1.

As a practical matter, however, the administrative costs of negotiation and arbitration are
out of proportion for most Rural CLECs. This disproportion between the administrative costs of
arbitration on the one hand and compensation on the other renders the arbitration process an
ineffective mechanism to determine the reciprocal compensation rates of Rural CLECs.
Accordingly, Rural ILECs and Rural CLECs should be allowed, as an alternative to arbitrations
and the burdensome development of cost studies, to voluntarily accept binding Track 2
reciprocal compensation rates without opting into Track 2 for all purposes. These Track 2 rates
would be far more representative of Rural CLEC costs than the reciprocal compensation rates
established for RBOCs under Track 1. As such, the Commission should maintain a distinction
between access charges and reciprocal compensation rates for Rural CLECs as well as Rural

ILECs. As part of maintaining this distinction, the Commission should allow Rural CLECs to

21 To remain fully consistent with the limitations on the rural exemption, the Commission could consider capping
the interstate rates of a Rural CLEC that has not heretofore qualified for the exemption at the rates in place on the
effective date of the Plan.
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opt into the more appropriate Track 2 reciprocal compensation rates as an alternative to
burdensome arbitrations.

D. THE MISSOULA PLAN SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO GIVE RURAL CLECS ACCESS
TO THE RURAL TRANSPORT RULES THAT APPLY TO RURAL ILECS.

Rural CLECs have limited networks and resources in contrast to Track 1 carriers. Rural
CLECs resemble Rural ILECs, not the RBOCs with whom they have been lumped under
Track 1. Accordingly, Rural CLECs should have the same access to the Rural Transport Rules
that the Missoula Plan provides for Rural ILECs.
III. AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO THE SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS DISCUSSED

ABOVE, THE COMMISSION MIGHT CONSIDER INCLUDING RURAL
CLECS IN TRACK 3.

The recommendations discussed above would not require the Commission to reclassify
Rural CLECs as Track 3 carriers. However, such a reclassification would be a reasonable
alternative. There is no doubt that Rural CLECs closely resemble Track 3 Rural ILECs in size
and service characteristics. With an average exchange size of 1,700 access lines, MRCC
members are clearly among the smallest, most rural carriers in the nation.

Under Track 3, Rural CLECs’ interstate access charges would remain the same as they
are today and intrastate rates would be reduced to NECA interstate levels in four equal annual
steps over 4 years. Rural CLECs would also have access to the RM to compensate for revenue
losses resulting from these mandated rate reductions, minus the SLC charges that match the SLC
charges of the competing ILEC.

IV.  CONCLUSION.

The MRCC urges the Commission to recognize the unique characteristics of Rural
CLECs along with the critical and unique benefits they bring to rural communities throughout

the nation. Economic development in rural areas depends significantly on the viability and

931282v1 13



vitality of Rural CLECs who, as illustrated by the customer testimonials in Exhibits A — I, have
brought competition, innovation and advanced services to rural communities. Accordingly, the
Commission should‘ ensure that the rate reductions and RM under the Plan are implemented
appropriately so as not to jeopardize the critical role that Rural CLECs play in the economic life
of rural America.
Dated: October 25, 2006

Respectfully submitted.

Midwest Rural CLEC Coalition

By A/Q&\Xmﬂ/i«gj\

Dan Lipschultz
Its Attorney
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- Exhibit A
Letter From James A. Hess, Ed.D
Bemidji Area Schools



DR.JAMES A, HESS, SUPERINTENDENT
218-333-3100 exx 105
Fax 218-333-3129

R.VAADELAND J. HICKMAN C.LEINEN K.PALM
ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT DIRECTOR OF DIRECTOR OF DIRECTOR OF
218-333-3100 ext 104 HUMAN RESOURCES BUSINESS SERVICES CURRICULUM & ADMIN SERVICES
Fax 218-333-3129 218-333.3100 exc 113 218.333-3100 ext 125 218-333-3100 exc 103
Fax 218-333-3127 Fax 218-333-3127 Fax 218-333-3148
QOctober 16, 2006

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Missoula Plan — FCC
To Whom It May Concern:

As Superintendent of the Bemidji School District, let me express how improved our
telecommunication services have become since Paul Bunyan Telephone Cooperative
built a brand new network in Bemidji, Minnesota.

For decades, the Bemidji School District and Bemidji residents endured poor customer
service and very limited choices on existing or emerging technologies. High speed
Internet services were not available, voice service was poor, and customer service
consisted of a call center hundreds of miles away where we had to go through many steps
to even get attention on our account.

Paul Bunyan Telephone’s investment in our community has meant that the latest in
technology is now being delivered to our school district and community. We enjoy many
choices that larger communities have, including all digital television, HDTV, clear voice
quality with numerous calling features not previously available, and Internet speeds we
never thought would be possible.

We hope the FCC understands how important financial survival of rural broadband
companies are to rural America. Without them, communities like ours would not see
these advances in telecommunication services.

WE ARE AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER/EDUCATOR
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October 16, 2006

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Strect SW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Missoula Plan- FCC
To Whom It May Concern,

The Joint Economic. Development Commission (JEDC) is a community-based,
non-profit private development corporation with a mission on strengthening the local
economy. We feel that it is very important that you understand how important our local
CLEC, Paul Bunyan Telephone, has been in providing the Bemidji area with superior
broadband services. PBT has put Bemidji on the map when it comes to connection to the
rest of the world via the web. We now have hundreds of businesses in our area that
operate in the world wide market place because of the high speed internet connections
provided by Paul Bunyan Telephone. Some could not operate without that connection.

Unfortunately, both the existing telephone and cable provider had made no
significant improvements to their networks until after Paul Bunyan Telephone began
offering services. They were four or five years behind the curve when it came to
providing adequate internet services. Up until Paul Bunyan Telephone’s expansion into
the market, we experienoed little or no responsiveness in resolving customer issues and
found little interest in upgrading the network to provide advanced technology. After a
few short years; both the cable and existing telephone provider began upgrading their
networks, no doubt hastened by the fact there was a competitive provider already
providing these services.

Residents and businesses alike now benefit from enhanced broadband services,
due to the investment Paul Bunyan Telephone has made in infrastructure within the
Bemidji community. These services have become the lifeline for many area businesses is
the fields of education, bioscience, manufacturing and the tourism industry. Their
servicesfurther help us attract new businesses to our area.

We hope the FCC seriously considers how valuable local broadband providers are
in the communities were they work and live. There is no doubt in my mind that without
our local service provider, communities like Bemidji would not see these technological
advances for years to come...if ever!

Execuﬁve Director, Joint Economic Development Commission
Bemidji, MN

“emal- cbemldp@paulbunyan net WWW. bemldjlusa com wwwwsitbemldjn com
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CAL LARSON
Senator 10th District
111 East Lincoln Avenue
Fergus Falls, MN 56537

Phone: 218-736-7823 Senate

St. Paul Office:

153 State Office Building State of Minnesota
100 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.

St. Paul, MN 556155

Phone: 651-296-5655

Fax: 651-767-0929

sen.cal.larson@senate.mn

www.callarson.com

October 19, 2006
Re: The Importance of our Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC)

To Whom It May Concern:

As a State Senator from the Fergus Falls area, I rely on access to advanced telecommunication services to
cemmunicate with my constituency, both at home and at the legislature, on a high-speed Internet connection or via
clear, reliable phone lines. My case is not unusual. Many of my constituents also rely on these services for
education, telecommuting, and entertainment.

In Fergus Falls, we are fortunate to have an aggressive communications company which has been the first, and in
many cases is still the only, provider of these advanced services. They are not the incumbent RBOC but rather a
local rural CLEC, Otter Tail Telcom. They have made extensive: investment in fiber and copper connectivity which
affords services from voice, video, and data.

Otter Tail Telcom is a community player committed to the communication needs of the local residents and various
state and local agencies. All these things are done through ingenuity and investment furthering the enhancement of
the quality of life in this area.

We all are able to enjoy advanced services, additional choices and new services unavailable to us prior to CLEC
entry to our market. It's no coincidence that these choices and advances came to our community in 1999 — it’s
because the Telecommunications Act of 1996 allowed for this new frontier in telecommunications.

The sustainability of rural communities like ours in the future will hinge on their ability to compete in a marketplace
driven by technology. CLECs help ensure the investment needed for advanced services will continue to be made in
order to keep us connected to the world,

Rural America can't afford to fall behind the times in terms of teleccommunications and technology. I appreciate you
taking into consideration the real-life impact of competitive carriers in rural markets in your decision making.

State Senator

COMMITTEES: Capital In *C ce ® Fi « Higher Education Budget Division *
Rules and Administration * State Government Finance

COMMISSIONS: Duluth Seaway Port Authority * Great Lakes Commission * Legislative Commission
Pensions and Retirement ® Minnesota Amateur Sports Commission

SERVING THE COUNTIES OF: Becker, Otter Tail and Wadena
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CoMMISSION

October 2006
Subject: The Importance of our Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC)
To Whom It May Coricern:

As you cansider factors that may threaten the viability of local competitive exchange
carriers in the future, I'feel it important to express the lmportance of our CLEC toour
commumty

As the Executive Director of our Ecoriomic Improvement Commission, | have a close
working relationship with our local telecommunications carriers and we share-a vision for
the expansion.and growth of our rural communities. This relationship and vision gives
us an advantage when' seeking companies to re-locate, expand or start-up.

Take ACS, forexample. Affiliated Computer Services, a Fortune: 500 Company
specializing ir information technology and outsourcing, had several reasons for
considering Fergus Falls for their next.expansion. But without the advanced
telecommunications services and the quick response only a local company'such as Otter
Tail Telecorn can provide, this deal would not have come together. But because it did,
Fergus Falls now has new jobs, new educational offerings at the Jocal college and
growth in the tax base. It is an important new industry in for Fergus Falls in a
“knowledgeé-based econiomy”.

This is just one example of what the partnership of a CLEC can provide to economic
development. Iri today's day and age, without advanced telecommunications
infrastructiire and continued investment in new techinology, a community can and will not
grow. It is imperative to our future that the viabiiity of competitive carriers to thrive and

re-investis maintained in order to help our cormmaunities grow with more choices, more

services and more affordable options.

Please do not underestimate the- impact of CLEC's on community sconomic
'devalopment Our experience proves it is-an invaluable asset,

S’inoerely,

Harold Stamslawskl

Executive Director
Fergus Falls Area Economic Improvement Commission

Wiashington Avenue West

Fergns Fills, Minnesota 36537

Phone: 218.739.0128

wwwifergusfulls.com
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Fergus Falls Public Schools

Independent School District #544

1519 Pebble Lake Road, Fergus Falls, MN 56537
218-998-0544 x1009

October 17, 2006

To Whom It May Concern
Subject: The Importance of our Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC)

As the Business Manager at the Fergus Falls Public Schools, we have many challenges in terms of
budgetary constraints, maintaining efficiencies and connecting several school and administrative
buildings.

Because we live in a community served by several communications carriers, the options we have for
meeting those challenges are better than they have ever been before. Qur local rural CLEC, Otter Tail
Telcom, is the only entity to offer the highly-effective and much more affordable solution we use now,
calied a Metro Optical Ethernet (Metro-E) service.

Our school district is disbursed, meaning we operate out of multiple locations. Six to be exact. The
Metro-E service meets the connectivity needs of our multiple locations and has helped us reduce
expenses and meet budgetary constraints. This technology enables our six separate locations to
communicate seamlessly at very high speeds via fiber connections and consolidate our purchased
services such as Internet into one connection for our entire network.

Without a competitive carrier in our community such as Otter Tail Telcom, this solution would not have
been possible unless we built and maintained the network ourselves. While on the surface this might
look like a viable solution to some, deeper consideration reveals the pitfails. Networks such as this are
susceptible to cable cuts, cable locating requirements, maintenance, and in our case, should we decide
to expand to another location or relocate a site, requirements for additional capital expenditures for new
fiber facilities and the possible abandonment of existing fiber. All of these issues are outside our level of
knowledge, our experience, and our mission.

Having access to a community driven communications company and its expert staff allows us to operate
efficiently and focus on what we do best, education. For the future of our kids and our community,
please don't jeopardize the future of rural CLECs.

Business.Manager
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Polar Telcom Testimonials:

“We appreciate the personal hometown service Polar has given us.”
- Steven Hastings, General Manager
Valley Equipment

“The personal service and extended calling area provides a greater convenience for our area
customers.” - Tim Strand, Owner
Hardware Hank

“We are extremely pleased to have the personal service and the extended area calling. The
availability of the services that the Polar staff can provide is a plus to our communities.”
- Dr. Rob Lauf, DDS
Goose River Dental Association

“The photography industry is changing rapidly. Our new High Speed Internet access from Polar
allows us to access our labs and provide fast service without sacrificing quality.”
- Ron Jacobson, Owner
Jacobson’s Studio

“As far as I'm concerned, Polar came to Mayville and Portland and offered services we had never
had before. We’ve switched everything over and have been very happy with the personal service.
Polar also built a building, which has made a huge improvement to Main Street. Nice to see
progress in a rural community.”
- Neil Larfald
Residential Customer

“With Polar’s service, most of our patients can now call us locally, we now have High Speed
Internet services and most importantly — there are local technicians we can call on to give us
immediate service. We also appreciate the personal service we receive from our Account
Representative. We are not only a number to Polar.”
- Roger Baier, Administrator
Union Hospital

"Because of Polar's vision, Mayville and Portland can now claim the latest telecom technology
and services. They provide cable TV, local and long-distance telephone, dial up and high-speed
Internet, and a variety of other services. This is something that many rural communities only
wish they had. The first steps in 1997 truly began a mutually beneficial relationship that has
brought cutting edge technology to the community and the University."
- Dr. Gary Hagen, Interim President and Vice-President for Academic Affairs
Mayville State University
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STATE UNIVERSITY

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

October 19, 2006

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" St SW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Missoula Plan - FCC
To Whom It May Concern:
As President of the Bemidji State University, I wanted to indicate our satisfaction with

the telecommunication services provided by Paul Bunyan Telephone Cooperative of
Bemidji, Minnesota.,

Since becoming a member of the cooperative, the University has enjoyed a high level of
customer service. Paul Bunyan Telephone Cooperative provides very important delivery
of rural broadband. We look forward to our continuing relationship with this quality
provider~

218-755-2011 / 218-755-2748 fax / www.bemidjistate.edu
Deputy Hall, 1500 Birchmont Drive NE, #3, Bemidji, MN 56601-2699
A member of The Minnesola State Colleges and Universitles System, Bemidji State University is an equal d: and emp
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Resources in Cambridge Belie Size of City”
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Resources in Cambridge belie size of city

athir Schual beleves thae in
arcles for a chisnher of com-
MRTCE f sucoesd, it nung give

the: menbers of the ywgmization

vahu, She also knows that 0 onder for

¢ businesses m suceeed, thy need ample
- resounces t grow. She works v we thue
t the Cambridge Chamber of Commence
- mwess those chalbenges,

“People who jmin the chamber want o
rerimm on thedc ivestment,” says Schaaf,
exeoutive direcwer “Irs no longer scozps-
able fir a company o yin the chamber
fust r say thev're inyolved with dhe com-
muniry. if they join, dhev want proeruns

that ean bemefie cheir business.”

- Asdhe largest ciry in Isani Counry,
Cambridge is the hub of regional busi-
rsess acrivicy. With more than 230 area
businesses as members, the chamber has
an imnpertans ele in the local business
seepie Be's 3 mobe e chamber saff relish-
ex, Sclaad savs. The chamber offers a full
et of busincs-redared programs.

“They've done some really gosd things
oy give husiness owners the chance to
netvwork with other business ewners and
get insolved,” says John Sullivan, eco-

moenic develbeprens divecror with the

BY MATT KRUMRIE

city of Cambridge. “1 dhink with a grow-
ing communiey like Cambridye, it's
something business owners need and
apprecisn”

‘Thie chamber sponsors numenss
cveqts chroughoue the year Among its
MARY PrOYrAms are:
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* Chambser Ferst Frdup: A program
desiined o facilitaee npren dialogiue
berween private busaness ol cigy of
Cambridire staff,

» Chamber Quarterly Busimos Lun-
cheons: Nemworking lunchenns featuring
tocal busimess tablerop resouncs booths,
speakers on current business i topacs.
Evenr alleaws for marketing oo business
peers and cheir employees,

* Chamber Small Business Fexus A
program dedicared so the sucoess and
suseainability of the Cambridee and bsan-
6 Cosunty aeea small-business secror,

» Cusromer Scrvice Lxcellence "Hrmin-
ing: Fight-hour course rught in the
elassroom by private businesses o high
schood srudenrs. Program focuses on
preparing stodents 1o be successtul as
thaey enter thede first work experience.

CGenrge Johrson, president of Cam-
bridge Properties, says business leaders in
thee Cambradpe area are serions ahour
wsang each orler a3 sesources. He heads
the Capnbiridge Busines Development
{Caz, o collaboration of business ovaners
o resouzees vhat et ogedher o provide
ool disciiss bisies opporminities and

devedopraents i the area.
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“Fhue ity o Cambridge & changaing, evolving faster chan ever” says
Johnson. “Its important for business leaders to alk sbout these issues, amd
waork ogether. It's been a positive and o bat of gond things have developed
Fronm these meedngs”

O area whese business leaders would like 10 see improvement within
the ciry business landscape is in the technobery sectoe. “The ciky has 23
manutscruring industries in the town thac eifer good paying jobs wids ben-
efics, bur business leaders say one gual s o anracy mwre high-tech Hrms,

Helping fesd the way is an organization called the Mosthern Fechnology
Inickative, an East Central Minnesora regional economic developrvens ini-
tkarive gumzd b enhance the pegion’s prodile 1o averace high-rechnobmy
Eﬂﬂ'l[.hll.‘llk& NTTis bocarod at Pine Technical Collewe in Pine Ciev

"We've dome 3 good yob of arracting lmnuﬁcmnnq. reeail and pmrvcs-
sional services 1o the ares, bue it hasn't been a hoebod for tech companies,”
says Schaal "We'ne erving to chanpge thae”

Cne peogran thar has suoceeded is called Communicy as & (lasspoonm,
which is a parenership berween Cambridge-Tsant High School and com-
ity bastiisses focusing on the bearmer throwgl carecr and eechnical
ediscarion. Snsdents are tanghr basic skills such as customer service, bow o
hamdle themselves in an interview, and what to expect in their fiest gk
The idea is chav these sodenes will someday beoome mensbers of the Cam-
heidge wark force, evenmallv belping salve business vawvners’ cmployvinent
needs and isues, Over M0 students bave complered che program.

Canibsridge High School, with an crrslimene of aboue 1,200 students,

* ulis hus o pengrim i welding that is recognined staeewide for its suooess,

tand v pew Natioqal Amweroive Technicizns Educartion Foundation pro-
g Ehat 15 @UnIig InEerest,

Tareick fohis, peesident of the Cansdridge beanch of Ancka Ramsey
Coarnuniey College, knuavs the valwe edaeation plays b a comtmuning’s

. KIECLEess.

. "We hurve 2 Jor of pre

1 think the drea has shown i coonanitmenr o education,” savs Jobns
at thizsigs peing o that add v the comimunity thar

. prevpbi tiight o realiee”

An ectmeenic impact assesinwent doae fwo visaes ago shows the collepge

- haad 2 indivect bogat ol B2 milloon teouglly oo the city of Cambieidge.
o Ttwas broken dowi like this, avcordiusg to 2 Bl 2600 ensallnaent of 1,436

anl Isumnesses norores enm canteal M

! ostsdents;

* Imdireet wnpact: $108 milbos w areabuted o thase permons visiging the

; colleger anef for studenes ind sudent lecal expenditores.

* Teduced inpaces: 35K million b aeteibueed b the ro-spemding of moaey
wn thaee hoacal geonony.

* Dint ienpacr: 542 mallan i areribsitead to thee college’s payoodh, capisal
wmd operations,

“For every $1 of pueblic money invested into Carbrdpe Campus sti-
deng, thery s a S returm of weonoomie actvity pliced back aneo the local
eruaany,” says fobng

Fle vl alses ffers husiness il professtonal services such as nweet-
ng Facilities maed o place f hold comtinring edacation sl cossomizel
frmneng courses fior businesses, us well as 2 place o hobd commamnine or
basiowss-related events.

Henry Frscher, business and community developrmene manoger with Enst
Ceniral Everey (ECE), odffers behind-the-soenes services to sinesss,
Established 10 1936, ECE i Minnesotn's oldest nnd thind largest cestomer-
owned wlectrc conpeTative, now seeving mere than 3 2000 homes, firms
ity anel northwesterm Wasconsin,
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“The community is growing fast.
I's actually been kind
of Fun to soe thiz happen,”
says Mayor Mardes Palroer,

ECE offiers free walk-throwgd audics of
- comanercial lnildings, and cog-dared
audits of Tarpe factlities char ey involve
indusirial process eagineering. With i
power sipply conperatve Grest River
Encrgy, ECE parmners o offer 323400
in sl -reasken Anancing for land,
hmhlmgs aied elecerical machinery aad

- oquipmeent, i coenelation with a busi-

; nesses lead lender They also offer up to
$1.5 million i fnancing throasth ks
meeenbershigs i the Minnesota Caonin-
nity Capital Fund,

Twice each meatd ECL procluees an o-
il newsletfer fr business custimnsers,
alerang them B oew progeams sl
* resurces tht Tebp them use cnenay
wisely, toke sheantage of new wclmlogy
and facilitnte Inusiiess ;,mm'uh Lamlmx[g\s
is che Taymest T comrer in BECE's negfion.

“Poople think of the cniergy conmpuny
¢ s e place that seids vour electne Bill,”
* says Fischer “Bur we're an advocae for
- the business conmnicy amd work band
i previdhe huasnesses oo remon with
I —coss albernafivis.”

Compeang with thee incambient rede-
© plivac campany (Qwestl, NorehSmar
| Mooesg offers redents in Cambride o
chinice for loc] seleplre service. [t com-
Hiignis high-tech cummisnicarion services
with a strong locsl presenoe in cach com-
siuniry, including boasegown-based
cimploees and Tocl offices. bralse offers
¢ Intermee access aned Emg—diewm: ARTVICE
o Masrcen OFNetl], vice Fﬂt‘sldﬂﬁr EHE!I
| Noerhsear Access, sivs a locsl office i<
distince advantage v customers hi.-mu'-a:,
it ufters a leved of persoisal service dhat 1
undweard af i the teleeom indusmy.”
- Cambrighee 1 i the: bisare of the gen-
+ yraphic anea thae North$tar Access
- serves, amd as one of five communitios
funlsires include Elk Rives, Mora, Norh
Bratsch and Poncetn], it is where
Nowthbear is experewiig s faseest
groneth. NorthSar Avves currently
© yerves over 3 chind of thee customer base

i Camberidige, and
plany w dohile
dhat in twu 1o thees
vears,

Ter meske all
thuste serveces a
mﬂ!i?[}’ foar com-
spiners, MarthSar
Avoess hay 1nves-
o 4 substungiad
Amwonnt in the
Cambridpe,

"W have euken
the umigoe
approach uf bwild-
H3E 0T oA k-
work im che
grronsnd,” savx
Ol = Er daee,
the aerwung imvese-
ed b anfrastrog-
rure is approaghisg
35 mitlliewmn in v
einy of Cambrishype alone™

Sullivan hesls the O ambridge Devel-
opment Aliswce, an action group come
prised of cicy, chuanber, uuhn‘ OTEANERD-
tions wnd the Cambrdge Business Devel-
apenent Con, that 3 delicared o de
funtre evonomic devedapament amd vitali-
vy in ehe Cambridine anea. Hee has worked
elesely with Fischer on anmerous initia-
tives at The local, swre amd patkonal Jeved,

These types of prograns have helped
aterace Businesses te the Cambridie ares,
bz says.

“Behine the scenex there is a lor gning
cat fior Dusiness eswners,” saps Sullivan
“Bur we ane secing the resiles of thar
behind-the-wenes notion, becawse dhe
snmnanicy 15 prowing and thriving”

Schaal agrees. *We have a logof
sesotroes here,” shie says, "W stll may
be considered a smll tow, b we bag-
i oppormunies for businesses. As the
ooy grivs, these resources have
Dy agnak will b impwirtane.”

Mayor Marlys Palier sums ivup “The
coutienuaniy s growing Bist bereally has
buoomie the center of :u,m'aw for the
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pegion. ft's actually been kind of fun v
see this happen.”
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POBox 753 1800 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE WILLMAR, MN 56201 PHONE: (320)222-9750/ (888)320-9750 Fax: (320)222-9769

WWW.LIFE-SCIENCEINNOVATIONS.COM
October 23, 2006

Jeff Roiland

General Manager

En-Tel Communications

VIA EMAIL (JRoiland@En-Tel.com)

Re: MinnWest Technology Campus
Jeff:

Life-Science Innovations (LSI) is partnered with Nova-Tech engineering to develop the MinnWest
Technology Campus. MinnWest is chartered with developing a collegiate campus environment to attract
other companies in the life sciences, engineering, and other technology focused fields and provide those
companies with the best chance of business success by removing the many obstacles that are faced by
businesses in technology. It is this optimal environment that has attracted companies such as Epitopix,
FeedLogic, and Midwest data to join LSI and Nova-Tech on the campus.

Long term it is our goal to create 800+ additional jobs on the campus over the next 10 years. We hope to
build a healthier and stronger community by building a strong economic infrastructure and employment
base. We view our relationship with En-Tel and other CLECs as being an integral part of that effort.

En-Tel has provided us several competitive benefits:

o First rate customer service

e Access to the performance telecommunication services

e Data redundancy in a customer centric and responsive environment

e A competitive telecommunication environment that in turn provides: Optimum efficiency driving
lower costs and a focus on service first by all telecom providers in the area

¢ Commitment to the local economy in providing and maintaining the necessary infrastructure (i.e.
Fiber optic cabling)

We have sincerely appreciated this relationship and view it vital to our success in building the Willmar
and Kandiyohi County economy. We sincerely look forward to a long and healthy relationship with En-
Tel as well as the other CLECs that operate in the communities that we do business.

Best regards,

Christophér T. Huisinga
Director of Business Development
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